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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 9-1 1 3 23, 26-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b) as being clearly 
anticipated by Blomgren et al.', US Patent 5,781,750, cited by Applicant on the Information 
Disclosure Statement filed on January 13, 2003. 

3. The rejections are respectfully maintained and incorporated by reference as set forth in 
the last office action mailed on January 12, 2005. 

4. Claims 35-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b)*as being clearly anticipated by 
Blomgren et al, US Patent 5,781,750, cited by Applicant on the Information Disclosure 
Statement filed on January 13, 2003. 

5. Referring to claim 35, Blomgren et al. have taught a system for processing a computer 
instruction from a source of such instructions, the system comprising: 

a. a complex instruction detector being operable to accept computer instructions 
from the source and to determine whether each instruction is a complex instruction on an 
instruction by instruction basis (Figure 2, elements 42 and 38, column 6, lines 28-32, 
column 7, lines 1-12 and 25-67, column 9, lines 1-32 and 45-54, Each instruction is 
decoded and on a TLB miss or an unknown opcode, emulation mode is entered. An 
embodiment that is taught by Blomgren is to directly support the simple instructions and 



Application/Control Number: 09/935,878 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2183 

to emulate the complex instructions, see column 7, lines 1-12 and column 9, lines 45-54. 
In this embodiment, for each instruction a decoder determines when an instruction is 
complex.); 

b. an address generator being operable to accept computer instructions from the 
source and to output an address, for each of the computer instructions based on the 
respective computer instruction (column 7, lines 36-42); 

c. a jump instruction generator in operative communication with the address 
generator, the jump instruction generator being operable to output an instruction to jump 
to the address from the address generator (column 7, lines 36-42, The jump instruction is 
loaded into the instruction pointer.); and 

d. an instruction selector in operative communication with the jump instruction 
generator, the source, and the complex instruction detector, the instruction selector being 
operable to output either the computer instruction from the source or the instruction from 
the jump instruction generator depending upon the determination by the complex 
instruction detector (Figure 2, element 46, column 6, lines 53-56). 

6. Referring to claim 36, Blomgren et al. have taught a method of executing a program with 
a processor, the processor being capable of executing a set of instructions, the method 
comprising: 

a. providing an original instruction from a sequence of instructions comprising a 
program stored in a memory (column 2, lines 8-12); 

b. generating an address from the original instruction (column 7, lines 36-42); 

c. generating a jump and link instruction to the address (Column 7, lines 36-42), 
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d. the jump and link instruction comprising an instruction for the processor to 
execute instructions at the address and then return to the instruction following the original 
instruction in the program (column 5, lines 53-67); 

e. determining whether the original instruction is a complex instruction on an 
instruction by instruction basis (Figure 2, elements 42 and 3 8, column 6, lines 28-32, 
column 7, lines 1-12 and 25-67, column 9, lines 1-32 and 45-54, Each instruction is 
decoded and on a TLB miss or an unknown opcode, emulation mode is entered. An 
embodiment that is taught by Blomgren is to directly support the simple instructions and 
to emulate the complex instructions, see column 7, lines 1-12 and column 9, lines 45-54. 
In this embodiment, for each instruction a decoder determines when an instruction is 
complex.); and 

f. selecting the jump and link instruction or the original instruction based on the 
result of the determining (Figure 2, element 46, column 6, lines 53-56, elements 42 and 
38, column 6, lines 28-32, column 7, lines 1-12 and 25-67, column 9, lines 1-32 and 45- 
54.). 

2. Referring to claim 37, Blomgren et al. have taught a system for processing computer 

instructions between a memory and a processor, the system comprising: 

a. a complex instruction detector operatively connected to the memory so as to 
receive computer instructions from the memory, the complex instruction detection being 
operable to output a value indicative of whether the instruction is a complex instruction 
on an instruction by instruction basis (Figure 2, elements 42 and 38, column 6, lines 28- 
32, column 7, lines 1-12 and 25-67, column 9, lines 1-32 and 45-54, Each instruction is 
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decoded and on a TLB miss or an unknown opcode, emulation mode is entered. An 
embodiment that is taught by Blomgren is to directly support the simple instructions and 
to emulate the complex instructions, see column 7, lines 1-12 and column 9, lines 45-54. 
In this embodiment, for each instruction a decoder determines when an instruction is 
complex.); 

b. an address generator operatively connected to the memory so as to receive 
computer instructions, the address generator being operable to generate an address 
(column 7, lines 36-42); 

c. a jump instruction generator operatively connected to the address generator 
(column 7, lines 36-42); 

d. an instruction selector operatively connected to the jump instruction generator, the 
memory, the complex instruction detector, and the processor (figure 2, element 46, 
column 6, lines 53-56) so as to receive jump instructions from the jump instruction 
generator (Figure 2, element 46, column 6, lines 53-56), computer instructions from the 
memory (Figure 2, element 46, column 6, lines 53-56), and the value from the complex 
instruction detector, whereby depending on the value from the complex instruction 
detector, either the jump instruction or the computer instruction is provided by the 
instruction selector to the processor (Figure 2, elements 38, 42, and 46, column 6, lines 
53-56). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that 
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner 
in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 15-22, 31, 33, ad 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Blomgren et al., US Patent 5,781,750, cited by Applicant on the Information Disclosure 
Statement filed on January 13, 2003, in view of Hennessy. 

4. Claims 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Blomgren et al., US Patent 5,781,750, cited by Applicant on the Information Disclosure 
Statement filed on January 13, 2003. 

5. Claims 3, 24, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Blomgren 
et al., US Patent 5,781,750, in view of Iretqn, US Patent 5,826,089, both cited by Applicant on 
the Information Disclosure Statement filed on January 13, 2003. 

6. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Blomgren et al., US 
Patent 5,781,750, in view of Ireton, US Patent 5,826,089, both cited by Applicant on the 
Information Disclosure Statement filed on January 13, 2003, and further in view of Hennessy. 

7. The rejections are respectfully maintained and incorporated by reference as set forth in 
the last office action mailed on January 12, 2005. 

Response to Arguments 

8. On page 13, Applicant argues in essence: 

"Blomgren is not selecting jump instructions based on whether an instruction is a 
member of a set of instructions, but rather based upon a bit flag set by a programmer or 
the like. " 
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However, Blomgren has taught selecting a jump instruction based on whether an 
instruction is a member of a set of instructions. In Blomgren, an instruction is decoded 
and it is determined whether the instruction is a complex instruction. (Figure 2, elements 
42 and 38, column 6, lines 28-32, column 7, lines 1-12 and 25-67, column 9, lines 1-32 
and 45-54). Each instruction is decoded and on a TLB miss or an unknown opcode, 
emulation mode is entered. An embodiment that is taught by Blomgren is to directly 
support the simple instructions and to emulate the complex instructions, see column 7, 
lines 1-12 and column 9, lines 45-54. In this embodiment, for each instruction a decoder 
determines when an instruction is complex. When the instruction is determined to be 
complex, then the jump instruction is selected and executed to emulate the complex 
instruction. Therefore, Blomgren has in fact taught selecting a jump instruction based on 
whether an instruction is a member of a set of instructions. Therefore this argument is 
moot. 

9. On pages 13 and 14, Applicant argues in essence: 

"Blomgren neither teaches nor suggests determining whether an instruction is a member 
of a set of instructions and selecting between an "original" instruction and a "jump " 
instruction based upon the determination. " 

However, Blomgren has in fact taught determining whether an instruction is a member of 
a set of instructions, see the argument above. Blomgren has also taught selecting 
between an "original" instruction and a "jump" instruction based upon the determination. 
When a complex instruction is encountered, an instruction is selected to cause the 
processor to jump to a routine to emulate the original complex code. Therefore this 
argument is moot. 
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10. On pages 15 and 16, Applicant argues in essence: 

"The combination does not result in the claimed invention. ... The parallel pipelining 
discussed in Hennessy only teaches how to pipeline across multiple straight-line code 
sequences with no branches. It does not teach or suggest processing jump instructions or 
selecting between a jump instruction and a complex instruction. Thus Hennessy cannot 
remedy the deficiencies of Blomgren. ... Also there is no teaching or suggestion as to how 
Blomgren could be redesigned to incorporate the "instruction level parallelism " of 
Hennessy. " 

However, that fact that Hennessy may not teach the concept of processing jump 
instructions or selecting between a jump instruction and a complex instruction is 
irrelevant as Hennessy has not been cited for that concept. Hennessy has been cited for 
teaching the concept that increasing parallelism, in general, increases overall performance 
and instruction throughput of the system. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the system of 
Blomgren et al. determine whether the computer instruction is complex in parallel with 
the steps of generating the address and generating the jump instruction for the desirable 
purpose of increasing the overall performance and instruction throughput of the system 
(Hennessy, pages 221-223). Therefore this argument is moot. 

11. On pages 15-17, Applicant argues in essence: 

"There is no motivation to combine the references to arrive at the invention. ...As 
acknowledged in the office action, Blomgren does not teach the parallel processes 
required by claims 15 and 31. As stated above, one would have to physically alter the 
processing system of Blomgren to enable parallel processing. The fact that a prior art 
process or device could be modified so as to produce the claimed invention is not a basis 
for an obviousness rejection unless the prior art suggests the desirability of such 
modification. " 

However, In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
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combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See/n re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 
958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the 
system of Blomgren et al. determine whether the computer instruction is complex in 
parallel with the steps of generating the address and generating the jump instruction for 
the desirable purpose of increasing the overall performance and instruction throughput of 
the system, as suggested by Hennessy (Hennessy, pages 221-223). Therefore this 
argument is moot. 

Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tonia L. Meonske whose telephone number is (571) 272-4170. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8-4:30. 

13. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie P. Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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14. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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